discouraged and eventually lost. Not-impoliteness is indicated by participation, and impoliteness is indicated by a refusal to participate in the rituals. These rituals thus provide a fully pragmatic way to conduct politeness and impoliteness, not requiring stated terms.
Perhaps the most common way to indicate politeness is through the use of many euphemisms, including ways to talk to and about people without using their given names (the use of given names is avoided in order to prevent evil spirits from being able to identify individuals); such euphemisms also include terms to avoid speaking directly about bodily functions and sexual activity that are not considered acceptable for polite Hobongan society.
It has been noted that although a range of possibilities exist for politeness, and impoliteness including behavioral (including social participation) and pragmatic possibilities (Burdelski 2012; Brown and Levinson 1987) , the concepts used in politeness and impoliteness analyses are often poorly defined and not well understood (Eelen 2014) . I suggest a typological approach to clarifying the difficulties, perhaps ranking the importance of various politeness strategies in the languages of the world, how those politeness strategies interact with one another within any given language, and how those strategies function along the continuum in comparison with and contrast to the strategies available in other languages. For example, idiomatic politeness routines are ranked highly in English because they involve overlap between both lexical and situational information; by contrast, such idiomatic politeness routines are almost non-existent in Hobongan, with situational politeness being more available and the main contrast in the language being between impoliteness and not-impoliteness, as determined by participation in the situational rituals. The fuzzy concepts currently used in politeness theories can therefore be taken as simply a general framework within which to conduct studies regarding particular languages and domains within languages, with specificity and clarification being left to the requirements of the languages and domains being investigated. This approach of allowing for theoretical flexibility while data are being collected, analyzed, and synthesized across languages and domains, can avoid the twin pitfalls of forcing data to conform to a theory and of working with a theory that is insufficiently informed by data.
This study is part of the description of the Hobongan language, based on fieldwork conducted in Indonesia, on the island of Borneo, during field trips made in 2012-2015. More specifically, it is a report on one aspect of the material collected during the field work. I spent the time living in the main Hobongan village and participating in the routines of the people's quotidian life, making observations and 6 Marla Perkins Politeness without routines: A case study in Hobongan and implications for typology notes as data became available in the contexts that were available. There are approximately two thousand people who consider themselves members of the Hobongan tribe and who are native speakers of Hobongan, an Austronesian language. Because of intermarriages with other tribes and the usual bringing of the outside people into the Hobongan tribe, there are people who are non-native speakers of Hobongan yet who self-identify as members of other tribes, even after marriage. Because this area of the world and its languages and peoples are a new field for linguistic research, I relied on some additional material supplied by Rachel Searcy, who works with the Hobongan to translate the Bible into Hobongan. Her approach to working with the Hobongan is therefore quite different from, yet overlapping with, a linguistic approach, and where possible and necessary, her insights have been included.
The type of field work conducted is generally known as Community-Based Language Research. It has been described (Czaykowska-Higgins 2009) as language research conducted on a language or languages, for the language community, with the language community, and by the language community. In other words, the linguist(s) involved are active participants as opposed to external observers (Dimmendaal 2001) , and native speakers are intimately involved in the process of data collection and analysis, and implicitly, there is some benefit to the community from the language research. In the case of the Hobongan, that benefit has yet to be realized but is in progress; language documentation is part of the process toward gaining protection for minorities in Indonesia.
This study is an examination of a phenomenon in Hobongan, specifically, the ways in which a language pragmatically manages politeness when there is a lack of idiomatic politeness routines. I approach the analyses with the assumption key to pragmatic analysis, that the content and organization of language and human interactions provide the information necessary to determine the ways in which communication and cognition interact. In other words, pragmatics is an internally consistent system, much like the languages of which it is a component. On the cognitive side, I assume that people's cognitive activities provide information about the cognitive functions that make those activities possible, including social activities. This material is therefore qualitative rather than quantitative, with the goal of addressing the most interesting questions that are available at the nexus of pragmatics, society, and cognition.
Hobongan is an Austronesian language, according to the categorization provided by a survey of the languages of Borneo (Lewis, Simons, and Fennig 2013; Hammarström et al. 2013; Sellato and Sercombe 2007) . There does not appear to be any reason to doubt that categorization, but there is reason to question the currently used name of the language, Hovongan. The "v" does not exist in the language, either as a phoneme or as a phonetic realization of a phoneme. Instead, when 'b' appears intervocalically, it is realized as a voiced, bilabial fricative ([ß] ). Because the Hobongan writing system is mostly phonemic, I have chosen to refer to the language as the Hobongan themselves refer to their language. For the same reason, I have used a "q" to represent the glottal stop in Hobongan examples; the Hobongan are currently debating the use of the "q" or an apostrophe for the glottal stop and appear to be moving toward the "q".
The Hobongan community is comprised of three villages; the work for this project was conducted in the two largest villages. There are minimal dialectal differences among the villages because the Hobongan travel regularly on the river along which the communities are located, usually to see family and participate in cultural activities that involve the entire tribe. The Hobongan are expert travelers on the river and in the jungle; they have stories that provide mnemonic devices for important landmarks/rivermarks, and that perhaps also provide entertainment when on long excursions. Navigation and travel are central parts of the Hobongan's daily lives, and this is demonstrated in their linguistic cognition and cultural pragmatics, particularly in the fact that the only idiomatic politeness routines are used to wish people well on a journey.
As mentioned in the introduction, I am suggesting that Hobongan, and perhaps other languages, have a domain of politeness and impoliteness that indicates the ways in which the pragmatics of a politeness system are cognized within languages, even if not consciously so. Hobongan has clear strategies for indicating impoliteness (cursing, not participating in community ceremonies) and for indicating not impoliteness (participating in community ceremonies, not addressing people by given names), and minimal strategies for being polite, with only two overtly, idiomatically available expressions of politeness. Figure 1 shows the relationships among the aspects of the politeness domain in Hobongan. As noted, there are only two expressions that can be considered routine in Hobongan. Given the rarity of the routines, it is relevant to ask why a focus on routines is used as the only instantiation of politeness. There are a couple of reasons for this focus. The first is that the politeness routines that are available must be accounted for in any account of politeness and impoliteness in the language. Failing to notice and account for the routines that do exist and are in common use, however few they might be, would be a gap in the description of the language. The second reason is that, even though few in number, the politeness routines must be explained in terms of the Hobongan language as such. Within the language, these routines are both qualitatively and quantitatively different from the vast majority of the strategies for politeness and impoliteness that are available, yet they overlap in some ways with the strategies for not impoliteness. Thus, politeness routines are included as a separate section in order to explain the phenomenon of politeness and to situate that explanation within patterns that are dominant in the language, of not impoliteness and politeness.
The routines that exist are as follows:
( These examples exhibit characteristics of routine at the syntactic level; they always appear in these forms, and as can be seen from the expressions themselves, they could be considered variations on the same expression. Their social and pragmatic contexts also indicate their routine nature, in that they are used consistently with close friends and with family members; for example, during my first field trip, these expressions were not used when I was leaving, but during my second field trip, they were both used.
There are non-routine ways of being polite, as well, and these strategies are situation-dependent; people dive into conversations as appropriate to the conversations or situations that are already in progress. Some common examples include the following: Other strategies include providing advice on a situation (if you use the fruit hook over there…) or asking for the news (see the following section). It is possible that the more commonly used strategies as given in examples (3) and (4) are routines in the process of developing; this possibility is even more likely as the Hobongan have increased their contact with other languages, primarily Bahasa Indonesian, which is the official language of Indonesia, that have established politeness routines. The Hobongan have borrowed routines for initial greetings (something like hello) and gratitude (thank you) from Bahasa Indonesian that they use with non-Hobongan people and speakers in an attempt to make a social connection in a way that they believe most people would understand. However, the borrowings are not used routinely in Hobongan, and the common Hobongan expressions remain situation-dependent rather than routine; someone must be in the process of doing something that is not immediately obvious or traveling to a destination that is not immediately obvious in order for examples (3) and (4) to apply. Nevertheless, the possibility of developing or acquiring more routines remains a phenomenon to be examined as field work continues.
This particular domain exists primarily in contrast to impoliteness, but the strategies for indicating not impoliteness and impoliteness are parallel, both when 10 Marla Perkins Politeness without routines: A case study in Hobongan and implications for typology expressed overtly and when relying on pragmatic implicature. There are situational, lexical, and ceremonial aspects of not being impolite, and all rely on culturally pragmatic assumptions about what it takes to maintain effective and amicable social interactions.
Situational strategies fall into a pattern of participation (not being impolite) in social rituals. One example of such a ritual is the culturally pragmatic expectation that people will circulate through the village and, when opportunity permits, the other villages, as well, interacting socially with everyone who is in the village at the time and bringing whatever news is available, from within the village or from town or from people in other villages or from those who are traveling: from anywhere or anyone that happens to be a source of news. Determining what is news depends on what is situationally available or unavailable, with priority being given to information that is unavailable except via the person who is circulating the news. Meeting this expectation maintains smooth social operations within and across villages; failure to meet this expectation is cause to start the rumor that whoever is not meeting the expectation is offended or angry for some reason. Another example is that of the culturally pragmatic expectation that anyone who has received news of a death will attend the wake and funeral ceremonies of the person who has died. Attending ceremonies for death shows that participants respect the person who died and are willing to provide emotional (and perhaps other types of) support to the family. Attendance maintains smooth social relationships within and across families, and neglecting to attend results in the idea that the person who neglects such ceremonies is being disrespectful and unsupportive, which provides challenges to smooth social relationships. Further social rituals involve the exchange of goods and services. It is customary and not impolite to accept what is offered and to give what is requested.
There are also lexical strategies for not being impolite. One of these is to avoid referring directly to situations that are considered socially taboo. People do not speak directly about death, or about anything associated with death; kobese [ko.be.s̠ e] is a euphemism for coffin (taran [ta.ɾan]) that has no specified meaning beyond its use as a euphemism. The following example is another euphemism for death.
(6) Asu mabuq okun taanga.
[a.su ma.buʔ o.kun ta:.ŋa] dog like rice water 'Like a dog drunk on food and water'.
Sexual activity is also not discussed directly. There are euphemisms and metaphors that provide pragmatic alternatives to speaking literally about copulation, for example, bopiqang [bo.pi.ʔaŋ], which literally means "to be together", and botapon [bo.ta.pon], which literally means "to place hands on with pressure".
Another lexical strategy is in referring to people in ways that protect them from being identified by evil spirits; the identification relies on a person's situation within the community. Although all of the rules of such references are beyond the scope of this particular study, one main way is commonly used: referring to parents as the father (hamun [ha.mun]) or mother (hinon [hi.non]) of their eldest child. For example, instead of Simon, a man would be referred to as Hamun Kesi ([ha.mun ke.s̠ i]) upon the birth of his first child.
1
Impoliteness is as well developed as not impoliteness, and in exactly parallel ways. Impoliteness is usually the result of failing to use strategies for not being impolite. In addition, there are a few expressions, curses, for being more direct about impoliteness, perhaps in parallel to the few strategies for being direct about politeness. I have not included these as a separate domain of rudeness within impoliteness, however, because they do not appear to be idiomatic; they are expressively flexible to suit the situations in which they are used.
Many strategies for impoliteness are situational. Not attending funeral rituals and wakes is impolite and pragmatically suggests that the person who has received the news in time to attend yet does not attend is disrespectful of the person who died and that person's family. Not circulating through the village with news is impolite and causes people to believe that the person who is not circulating is angry about something. Refusing offers of gifts or help is impolite, to the extent that people who refuse an offer of food, especially, risk becoming cursed or victims of evil spirits; refusing to give what has been asked is also impolite, with the same risks. These latter two impoliteness strategies are beginning to change as the Hobongan's beliefs in evil spirits and in the literal power of curses is diminishing.
One of the strategies for indicating displeasure with the ways in which relationships are proceeding is to curse an offending person. Verbally abusive strategies are common in Hobongan, yet pragmatically, they are not necessarily interpreted or used as seriously as a literal understanding of them might suggest. Rather, they are used pragmatically to indicate displeasure or anger, not to attack or insult anyone personally; instead of saying, "I'm angry that you did x," the angry person would curse the person perceived to have caused the offense, and the 12 Marla Perkins Politeness without routines: A case study in Hobongan and implications for typology person being cursed typically responds with another curse. Although the curses remove personal responsibility from any of the individuals involved and remove direct focus from the event or action that is causing an interruption in social relationships, these pragmatic shields tend to escalate emotional involvement and can lead to community legal actions. An example of a curse is below.
(7) Aram maton ho.
[a.ɾam ma.ton ho] curse eye 3rdsgnonhuman 'May its eye rot'.
Note that the curse itself is not directed at any particular person. This lexical depersonalization is partially a pragmatic shield in that it does not overtly implicate a particular person, but it also adds to the insult by pragmatically suggesting that the target of the curse is less than human. Some version of a curse about damage to someone's eyes is fairly common; if the more commonly used curses become idiomatic, in parallel to what could be happening to the more commonly used expressions of politeness, they could become rudeness routines.
Lexical strategies for being impolite also include using direct, literal terms to refer to death and sexual activity. Such references, especially with regard to sexual activity, are not just considered socially crude, as they would be in English, but are more pragmatically disruptive to amicable relationships than simple crudeness: they are an indication that the person who uses them is actively attempting to remove himself/herself from the community.
Another lexical strategy for impoliteness is to refer to people by their given names rather than by their relational designations. To refer to people by their given names is impolite because it risks identification of the named person by evil spirits, and thus expresses a pragmatic intent that the named person be harmed. This strategy for impoliteness is becoming less robust as the Hobongan have greater contact with the non-Hobongan world (the myriad ways to avoid given names is difficult for outsiders to learn) and as they lose their beliefs in evil spirits.
As described, not-impoliteness and impoliteness are almost precisely parallel domains, with the exception of a couple of politeness routines. However, impoliteness appears to be in greater flux in the language than does notimpoliteness. With regard to referring to people, it remains not impolite to refer to people by their relational designations, for example, yet the impoliteness of referring to people by their given names is diminishing: it is not-impolite to use ways of referring to people that evil spirits do not recognize, and it is not-impolite to refer to people in some cases by their given names. Another example is that it remains not impolite to attend funerals and wakes, yet the level of disrespectfulness of not attending funerals and wakes is diminishing as people become busier with activities outside of the Hobongan world: it is not-impolite to attend the social rituals, and it is not-impolite to be busy. The domain of notimpoliteness is expanding as the domain of impoliteness is shrinking, yet the domain of impoliteness remains important to the language and to the culture.
Whether the Hobongan language fills in the pragmatic domain of impoliteness or continues the attrition toward not-impoliteness and politeness remains to be determined and is a direction for future research. Given the current direction of the changes, it is possible that the changes in impoliteness could shift the entire domain toward politeness, with politeness and politeness routines developing and not-impoliteness becoming inadequate to maintain social harmony, notimpoliteness being a minimum default but not enough to establish and maintain amicability. It is further possible that impoliteness could become more directly rude, to maintain a parallel distinction between rudeness and the developing politeness. For example, many of the Hobongan teenagers, having come into contact with majority Indonesian and some western ideas and patterns of communication through their education, which is conducted outside of the Hobongan villages from grades 6 onward, have adopted "the finger" as a way to indicate rudeness. The Hobongan have an equivalent gesture, but it has fallen into disuse because of avoiding the rudeness that the gesture indicates and the potential social rifts created by that level of rudeness. Along with "the finger" as a gesture, the Hobongan teenagers have also borrowed some of the pragmatic usage of this gesture; although it remains rude, the gesture does not result in negative social consequences because it is used among the in-group of teenagers who have borrowed the gesture and is therefore a way to be rude by using a gesture that parents and grandparents would not approve of yet a way to indicate social solidarity within that segment of a generation. The shifts might therefore leave the basic pragmatic structures of the domains of not-impoliteness and impoliteness intact while redistributing the situational and lexical strategies that instantiate the domains.
As noted, much, indeed most, politeness and impoliteness research is conducted on Indo-European languages, but this has not deterred linguists from claiming that the material under discussion is universal (Brown and Levinson 1987) . Although it might be the case that around the world, languages have ways to do face work and 14 Marla Perkins Politeness without routines: A case study in Hobongan and implications for typology to be polite, impolite, not-impolite, and rude. Those ways of approaching the basic social activity of determining who is for us/me or against us/me in various ways and in various domains must be analyzed according to the pragmatic conceptualizations that are available in each language in order to determine and describe the wealth of ways that people and their languages have of maintaining, building, or destroying their interrelationships.
In this analysis, I have suggested that the continuum of possibilities from politeness to abuse is a workable place in which to start examining what individual languages do with that continuum. In order to note what is specific to a given language, Hobongan, I have presented the idea of domains, in which there can be overlaps and contiguities between and among the aspects of the politeness/impoliteness continuum. The existence of overlaps and contiguities might suggest that a continuum is not the best approach to cross-linguistic comparison, but that possibility is left to be debated as more work on non-IndoEuropean languages becomes available.
The domains and their overlaps and contiguities for Hobongan have been suggested because they represent the ways in which politeness is conducted by the Hobongan people themselves. The uses that the Hobongan make of their politeness domain fall into several subdomains that are indicated by the situations and people with whom the strategies are used and by the linguistic strategies available for their use. In this section, I examine the situations and people involved, and the linguistic strategies that are used.
As might be expected for a pragmatic domain such as politeness/impoliteness, social organization and people's understandings of themselves in relationship to their social organizations are crucial. In the Hobongan conceptualization of human interaction, the group outranks the individual. This is evidenced by the fact that an individual who is making community connections less than amicable can be put on trial and fined or even, in a couple of instances, exiled to another tribal group. It is the individual's responsibility to ensure that she or he is accommodating social expectations in order to keep social connections smooth; it is the group's responsibility to shame or punish individuals who do not fulfill their responsibilities to the group so that the individual will conform. That this understanding of the society and individual is primary is evidenced in the domain of politeness/impoliteness by the requirement to participate in social rituals, such as those described for visiting and funerals; this is the single most common way for the Hobongan to know whether their society is working or not, and it is the single largest domain for politeness/impoliteness, and the Hobongan's interpretation of participation as not-impolite and of lack of participation as impolite has therefore been presented as the central split in the Hobongan's pragmatics of politeness.
Another interactive domain that the Hobongan use is individual-to-individual interaction. This is subordinated to the group-to-individual ranking because even individual interactions are expected not to disrupt social relationships; evidence of this is that even when individuals engage in private activities that do not result in larger social consequences but that are against the rules as agreed upon by the group (e.g., a couple of teenagers engage in sexual activity outside of a community-approved marriage but there is no pregnancy or exchange of property), the individuals are tried and fined or shamed. The explanation that the Hobongan give for this is that the individuals involved are not truly individuals; their parents are given the social privilege of determining what their children do and with whom, which makes private sexual activity a social event on some level. Even so, there are a few strategies for individuals to interact with individuals, and this is where overt politeness, such as the two politeness routines for departures, and overt rudeness, such as curses and "the finger" used as both a rude gesture and as a sign of in-group solidarity, are used by the Hobongan.
There is also the interactive domain of people with evil spirits or deities. The actual gods of the Hobongan do not figure significantly in their understanding of the universe; when asked, many of them can only name two of the four gods who are available from cultural stories. Evil spirits are much more available for interactions on a daily basis, and because of their commonness, strategies for avoiding the evil spirits and therefore for preserving individuals and social structures are also common. These strategies include the name-taboos and ways to speak indirectly about individuals, as well as euphemisms that prevent attracting evil spirits by talking directly about death or sexual activity (evil spirits must be distracted from sexual activity to protect children who might be born later; evil spirits must not be present at conception).
There are also linguistic domains, which have been suggested in the prior social domains. There is a lexical domain, in which words and routines are used. There is the sociolinguistic domain, in which people can attend or not attend social rituals. There is the pragmatic domain, which includes implicatures about what is polite or not, such as gestures and how attendance or lack of attendance at social rituals are interpreted. Pragmatics is thus crucial to the ways in which sociolinguistics is conducted (Perkins 2014a) .
In Hobongan, the pragmatics of sociolinguistics is primary and correlates with the conceptualization that the group outranks the individual; these linguistic and social domains overlap almost exactly. The individual-to-individual domain correlates with the lexical domain, with politeness routines and curses being examples of lexical strategies being used. The overlap between the individual domain and the lexical domain is not quite as exact as that between groups 16 Marla Perkins Politeness without routines: A case study in Hobongan and implications for typology interactions and pragmatic-sociolinguistics; the teenagers' borrowing of a rude gesture that is used lexically within the group but pragmatically and sociolinguistically to indicate the existence of an in-group is one example of a way in which a single unit of communication can be used as multiple linguistic strategies across different types of human interactions. However, it is important to note that the inexact overlap arose from a borrowing that was introduced into the language by people whose contact with the non-Hobongan world is relatively greater than the contact available to prior generations of Hobongan. The generations of people who have not received education outside of the Hobongan world do not use the rude gesture and avoid even the native Hobongan rude gestures in order to avoid social rifts, thus avoiding the use of a potential lexical strategy in order to continue to prioritize amicable social interactions over whatever an individual might think of a person or group to whom a rude gesture might be given. It appears that for the Hobongan as such, without influence from the non-Hobongan world, lexical strategies for politeness are incompatible with social interactions.
The domain of individuals interacting with evil spirits is perhaps the most complex. There are lexical items used to avoid the interactions with evil spirits, to the extent that when people are first learning Hobongan, it can seem as if there is a parallel lexicon comprised of terms used in order to avoid using direct but taboo terms. These lexical items are chosen based on the pragmatic understanding of the evil spirits, however, which creates an overlap between the lexical and pragmatic strategies. For example, the evil spirits are not thought to be overly intelligent, so it is effective to refer to parents as the mother or father of their firstborn child; the people involved still know who is being addressed or discussed, but the evil spirits cannot understand familial relationships.
The interrelationships of linguistic strategies and social domains can be graphically represented as in Figure 2 (rectangles indicate domains of social interactions; ellipses indicate lexical strategies). As can be seen from the graphic, there is a continuum of linguistic strategies in Hobongan that are used preferentially with different social interactions, as described previously; I have represented the situation as it is with the borrowed gestures for rudeness because the Hobongan are increasing their contact with the non-Hobongan world, which makes it likely that the linguistic situation will shift toward the represented situation rather than away from it. DOI:10.1515 DOI:10. /lpp-2016 Figure 2: A visual representation of social domains and the linguistic strategies for indicating politeness within those domains.
In order to be thorough and consistent when conducting cross-linguistic comparisons, comparisons between domains of social and individual interactions and linguistic strategies used to maintain or damage those interactions must be compared. It is also possible that additional domains will need to be introduced for various languages.
Once the domains of interactions and linguistic strategies have been analyzed for any given language, politeness terms can be clarified with regard to that language, which can lead to clarifications or expansions of terms that are used as underpinnings for analyses. This interactive approach to defining terms can avoid the twin pitfalls of forcing data to accommodate a theory and of failing to connect data to larger ideas when it is appropriate and informative to do so. The necessity of such clarifications in terminology have been noted in the literature (Eelen 2014) .
Relative to Hobongan, some refinements to the terms used for Culpeper's (2011) continuum of impoliteness (impoliteness, rudeness, and abuse) and Brown and Levinson's (1987) theory of politeness as indications of willingness to mitigate face-threatening acts are necessary. The prevalence of noticeable ways in which to be pragmatically impolite suggests that impoliteness is the starting point for interpreting politeness in Hobongan. In contrast to that prevalent pragmatic impoliteness is a parallel pragmatic not-impoliteness, a term that I have introduced for this analysis because the pragmatics of being not-impolite do not cross into linguistic strategies that are directly or overtly polite. With impoliteness and community as the basis for the Hobongan system, the understanding of "face" can 18 Marla Perkins Politeness without routines: A case study in Hobongan and implications for typology be adjusted: face is community-based, and a failure to participate in social rituals is an assault on the community face and is dealt with on that basis, against the individual who asserted his or her face at the expense of the community's face. Not-impoliteness is the acceptance of one's face as a function of the community's face. Not-impoliteness is therefore a willingness to mitigate threats to community face by allowing a certain amount of threat to one's individual face to proceed. In many cases, because the individual is a member of the community, potential conflicts between community and individual face are not noticed or addressed and are therefore not as dramatic as a direct assault on community face by an individual might appear to be; in any case, such assaults on community face are uncommon.
Politeness makes not-impoliteness direct and overt and is therefore a function of impoliteness in Hobongan rather than impoliteness being a functional contrast to politeness, as the terms suggest in English; however, this strategy is rare, as is the extension of impoliteness into direct and overt rudeness. If Culpeper had been a native speaker of Hobongan, his continuum might have been a branched continuum with all of the possibilities extending from impoliteness.
Extending the rudeness available in Hobongan to the full range of Culpeper's continuum, a question arises regarding whether some of the systematicity of the rudeness, such as routinely telling children they are stupid and cursing them, as happens in some families, enters the domain of abuse (Perkins 2014b) .Within the Hobongan culture, there does not seem to be an actively available concept of abuse, as evidenced by the lack of social censure for a wide range of abusive behaviors, including the types of verbal abuse mentioned as well as physical assault; this could be a remnant of the Hobongan's past as head-hunters or simply an indication that the concept of abuse is not universal, even if the phenomenon might be. The lack of recognition of abuse in Hobongan could be unnecessary or unavailable because of a lack of the concept of abuse. This paper is a result of field work on Hobongan, and Austronesian language spoken on the island of Borneo. The description herein focused on the pragmatics of politeness in a language in which there are few (only two, closely related expressions) politeness routines and the ways in which amicability can be created, maintained, and destroyed as people so choose. In the absence of politeness routines, overtly verbal politeness is rare, with impoliteness and not-impoliteness occupying parallel social and pragmatic domains of not participating in expected social rituals or of participating in those rituals. Pragmatically implied politeness is therefore more commonly used and more important in the language and culture than are lexical politeness routines or lexical rudeness. The priority of impoliteness over not-impoliteness was indicated by a number of phenomena in the language, not least of which is the greater availability in the language of lexicalized rudeness and pragmatic impoliteness. As can be inferred from the terms used, Culpeper's (2011) continuum of politeness and impoliteness were used as a starting point for the analysis and description, but it became necessary to use domains within the language to provide Hobongan-specific clarification of the terms and the uses of politeness concepts in the Hobongan language.
The necessity of modifying a continuum into domains to address the languagespecific uses and concepts in a language, and the existence of more common pragmatically implied impoliteness and not-impoliteness have implications for the study of linguistics generally, and of the study of the pragmatics of politeness and the linguistic description of languages. First, it becomes necessary to consider the possibility that the ways of doing pragmatics are not universal. Even seemingly simple terms such as politeness and impoliteness must be defined within the systems of the language(s) being examined; the semantic requirements of these terms in, for example, English, which is the language in which these analyses began and the language that is the source of the key terms in the field of examining pragmatic politeness, cannot be taken to be universal, and therefore, they cannot be taken to provide universal starting points for investigation. Rather, the systems in any given language(s) can provide the relevant distinctions to be made, in this case, the introduction of a term, not-impoliteness, to demonstrate what is crucial to the language(s) and culture(s) being investigated. This places scholars in the awkward position of having to complete at least some level of pragmatic analysis before committing to a theoretical stance, or at least being willing to modify the theoretical stance in order to accommodate the actual data from language use. Some level of circularity becomes necessary, in which a basic approach, such as Culpeper's (2011) , can be used as a starting point but modified based on data, yet with the approach providing some guidance in the process of analysis.
Perhaps more interestingly, the possibility that politeness concepts and domains of use are not universal opens up the need to conduct examinations of typological aspects of the pragmatics of politeness. Hobongan patterns of politeness clearly do not operate in parallel with English patterns of politeness; this might be expected when looking at languages from different families. More subtly, patterns of politeness might prove to be helpful in determining genetic relationships among languages, particularly where other aspects of language, such as syntax, are not conclusive. In order to make typological patterns in the pragmatics of politeness evident, pragmatic descriptions will need to be included in linguistic descriptions of languages, rather than including only the usual phono-morpho-syntactic components.
This study is an examination of the domain of politeness within pragmatics, but the evidently non-universal nature of politeness suggests that other domains with 20 Marla Perkins Politeness without routines: A case study in Hobongan and implications for typology pragmatics are also not universal, not only in their particulars but in the patterns that underlie the pragmatics, such as the primacy of impoliteness and notimpoliteness in Hobongan. Additional research could be conducted on multiple domains of pragmatics in many languages in order to determine how patterns within and across those domains are instantiated.
In addition, because the pragmatics of politeness cannot be said to be universal, the importance of including pragmatic instruction in the curriculum for L2 learners becomes even more evident (Bardovi-Harlig Dörnyei 1998, among many others). Not only are L2 learners at risk for using basic utterances inappropriately, but they are also at risk for failing to recognize the underlying patterns of pragmatics in use in the target language. The use of domains to describe the ways in which languages differ from one another could prove to be useful both as an approach that teachers can use and a way of thinking about the ways that pragmatics work in languages that they can apply beyond their studies of politeness and impoliteness.
The examination of pragmatic domains also becomes circular, then, with particular languages providing material for cross-linguistic comparisons and typology, and cross-linguistic comparisons providing evidence that can be used as starting points for possible analyses within specific languages. The findings from both scopes of investigation can be used to help L2 learners function more relevantly in their target languages. The study of pragmatics, and the pragmatics of politeness, in minority languages and in non-Indo-European languages, therefore expands the possibilities of linguists and students in relevant and important directions.
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